The aim of the article is to discuss and distinguish the notion of decentralisation within time, institutional economics and political organisation of States, as well as the role of decentralisation in the context of those political organisations. The differences between the notions of decentralisation and federalism are differentiated in order to avoid misinterpretations of the notions. Keywords: decentralisation, institutionalisation, federalism, unitary regime.
Introduction
There is no doubt in contemporary literature on politics and economics that decentralisation helps ensuring the efficiency, transparency of public governance, the participation of citizens in governance and the responsibility of local government to citizens. Keeping in mind relatively large quantity of literature on decentralisation, most often, when the attention is focused on reforms themselves, fiscal decentralisation, intergovernmental fiscal relationships, no attention in given to the context, thus the notion is not always used adequately. It is important to define whether the notions of decentralisation are equally clear, understandable and are interpreted in the same way in the historical, social, political and economic context. If it is not so, the practical and scientific discussions might lead to different interpretations, hence different conclusions and outcomes.
The analysis in the article is needed to discuss multi-faceted aspects of decentralisation in assessing the complexity and many meanings of this phenomenon during different periods in countries having different economics and politics. The notion of decentralisation is often used without assessing its different aspects in individual dimensions. When the notion is made equal, its meaning is often distorted. Whereas listed or applied advantages and disadvantages do not reflect the actual situation. Therefore, in order to assess the level of decentralisation (irrespectively if it is political, economic or fiscal) in a country, first we have to understand its political/institutional nature. Hence, the main aim of the article is to look at the notion of decentralisation in the context of its development, with regard to institutional aspect and making distinction between decentralisation and federalism. Only having clearly defined the notion of decentralisation in the context of institutional and political economy, we will be able to apply its presumptions, use its advantages and search for ways to compensate disadvantages because inadequate conceptualisation, which ignores a specific context of the country or mandatory application of processes prevent the optimum practical realisation of decentralisation.
The article discusses the change of the notion of decentralisation within time, institutional economics and political organisation of States, as well as the role of decentralisation in the context of those political organisations; analyses differences between unitary and federal States by stressing in parallel the differences between the notions of decentralisation and federalism, as well as their meaning and also the governance of processes themselves.
Changes in meanings of the notion of decentralisation within time
Before analysing multiple meanings of the current notion of decentralisation caused by different political and economic concepts, firstly a short review of the change of the notion of decentralisation within time will be presented.
Before 1970, decentralisation usually was understood in a narrow sense as the distribution of central government functions to lower governance levels as representatives of government. Thus, the notion of decentralisation corresponded more to the appointment of deputies for the same functions only by dispersing them geographically as the political power remained in the hands of the central government.
Since 1970, earlier reforms of decentralisation began, and they were implemented in order to achieve higher efficiency. Hence, the meaning of reforms of decentralisation from simple performance of functions in lower governance levels turned into the presumption of decreasing of inefficiency of central government (World Bank, 1990; Cheema, Rondinelli, 2007) .
1980 was the year when the decentralisation of hierarchical government structures and bureaucratic government apparatus began diminishing the powers of central government in general in order to make government bodies more responsible and effective. During this period, decentralisation promoted the development of city government, demolition of bureaucratic systems, central governance planning and fragmentation of government to lower governance levels (Smoke, 2003) . During this period, the concept of decentralisation expanded and included not only distribution of functions, but also of political power between governance levels, democratisation, liberalisation of market, and the deconcentration of political power was understood as the presumption of economic efficiency and social improvement.
Since 1990, citizen becomes the centre of attention and the notion of decentralisation already means concentrating of provision of government services closer to the citizen and their needs. The notion of decentralisation is completed by concepts of local government accountability, responsibility with regard to local citizen, and the activities of institutions are directed towards the improvement of wellbeing of local residents. This argument is based on the point of view that the local government may be more accountable to citizens than the central government (Seabright, 1996; Persson and Tabellini, 2000 ). Another important aspect of public finances or public economics that emerged in that period is political debate concerning the participation of the State in the economics in considering how much public sector has to participate in the economy in maintaining the balance between the wellbeing of the State and the efficiency of the free market; what roles the public sector should have in the State and in what level of governance and what roles the private sector should have; also how important is the role of the society in the policy-making.
According to European Charter of Self-Government (1985), self-governance institutions form the grounds of every democratic organisation. The fundamental principle of democracy is the right of the citizens to participate in governance of public affairs. In the most effective way, it can be implemented through local government institutions.
These principles correspond to the current trends in Western democratic countries. The development of democratic principles in European counties results in decentralisation processes in public governance field, by attributing increasingly growing share of governance of public affairs to local self-governance institutions, thus also increasing their importance in governance of the State. Local self-governance means that without crossing the limit established by the laws, local government bodies have the right and the ability to manage and govern a respective part of public affairs by taking care of interests of local residents and assuming full responsibility. Local government bodies have the right to implement powers granted by central or regional government bodies at their own discretion and with regard to local conditions. Hence, we come to the notion of institutional economics and role of institutions in decentralisation process and creation of citizens' wellbeing. More attention is given to forms of construction of democratic society in local self-governance by including citizens to local self-governance processes. The notion of decentralisation is less often used as a general one, but according to the meaning, it was started to divide it into three notions: devolution, deconcentration and delegation.
The centre of attention of institutional economics (institutionalism) is the understanding of the role of evolution process and effect of institutions on economic behaviour. The key idea is derived from Thorstein Veblen's instinctive dichotomy between technologies, of the one part, and "ceremonies" of the society, of the other part (Dorfman, 1934; Brette, 2003) . The term of institutional economy and its initial elements are found in the article of Walton Hamilton published back in 1919 (Hamilton, 1919) . In general, institutional economics analyses how society's institutions cause economic processes. As decentralisation is not distinguished from activities of local self-governance institutions and their participation in socioeconomic context, it is important to understand the integration of institutions with new functions both to processes of local self-governance and in the overall economic context of the country. Institutional economics stresses the importance of broader analysis of institutions and assesses markets as a result of complex interinstitutional (individuals, companies, State, local government institutions, social standards) interaction.
As mentioned above, since 1990, decentralisation is identified as a measure for improvement of efficiency of public services, also as a more transparent and more responsible form of governance (Ribot, 2004) . When decentralising powers of government, it is aimed for more productive adoption of decisions by local government institutions that is necessary in order to ensure democracy and good governance practice (Osei-Kufuor and Bakare, 2013). Hence, the role of institutions acquires a new meaning, and therefore it is relevant to review the essence of institutional economics.
The principle object of interinstitutional research is organisation and control of economy, rather than marketing and distribution of resources. According to institutionalists, the economics cannot be limited just by the market because the operating mechanism of distribution of resources does not meet the abstract notion of market; in order to use it, it is necessary to look into particular institutions, their functionality, structure of central and local government because that in particular creates market and operates through it. In trying to reveal defects of orthodox theory, representatives of modern institutionalism bring out new theories, propose other methods of understanding of economic phenomena and processes. Institutionalists pay a lot of attention to the explanation of economic and political motives of an individual's behaviour. It is proposed to see an individual not as a separate subject, but as a part of the social system.
Institutionalism is the theory of social control and changes, where a lot of attention is given to property, corporations, State, intergovernmental institutions. The principle statement of institutionalist microeconomics is the following: distribution of resources is a function of government structure, rather than the one of the market. The government and its institutions create the market and operate through it, distribute income and cash flows. Institutional macroeconomics results from institutionalist microeconomics that is similar to the developing postkeinsism macroeconomics (Frank, 1986) .
Economic indicators of the latter, such as level of income, amount of issued production, employment and level of prices are the function of the government. Institutionalists stress the fact that the mechanism of prices does not operate in accordance with the neowalrasian model. Institutionalists distinguish the oligopolistic core and competition periphery that make up marketing.
Following Wesley Mitchell, one of their pioneers, institutionalists stress the financial and especially monetary nature of economics. They stress the dependence of macro-economic indicators both on variables that define the behaviour of people and on structure of the government. According to them, the State makes up an important part of economic system, without it the economic system would not be what it is today. Institutionalists recognise that the State is the most important measure of implementation of the society's collective actions and therefore must be analysed in investigating processes of social control and social changes. According to institutionalists, the State and the law are two inextricably linked notions. Economics is an object of legal control and the State is the measure of receiving of economic benefit. The economics itself is the result of the State and its politics. According to institutionalists, State and economic organisations are each other's result.
Institutionalists criticise mechanical positivism of neoclassical orthodoxy, its chosen method of human nature designing. They claim that neo-classicists do not understand the problem of government, they simply cannot see it. When creating theories and performing research, institutionalists themselves always try to be realists (Martišius, 2005) .
Hence, institutional and political organisations of States also cause economic assessments of phenomena of those States. The role of institutions and government remains especially relevant in decentralisation processes because the interinstitutional coordination of actions and politics determine, whether the result of decentralisation, as a measure of improvement of efficiency of governance activities, will be attained.
However, the role of institutions, for its part, depends on the organisation of States. The notion of decentralisation is often mixed with the notion of federalism. Therefore, below we are going to analyse political organisations of States and the notions of decentralisation or federalism caused by them.
Decentralisation and Federalism
Traditionally States are divided into unitary and federal, depending on organisation of political system. The governance system of the first ones includes two governance levels: central and local, and the system of the second ones is completed with more governance levels. However, many historically unitary States carry out reforms, by means of which they intend to move towards a more decentralised governance. Such countries cannot be called purely federal systems, but at the same time they are no longer representatives of purely unitary governance ( Figure 1 ) because lower governance levels are entrusted with increasingly higher amount of responsibility, which previously was held by the central government (Bosh, Duran, 2008).
Fig. 1. Continuation of systems of States.
Source: prepared by the author following W. E. Oates (1972 Centralised unitary States mean such a system of governance, where the entire governance of the State is concentrated in the hands of the central government. In such a system, only central government has the legislative, enforcement and penalty powers. It has centralised administrative control, centralised budget and centralised planning system. Decentralisation, if any, depends on the power of the central government and most often manifests itself by delegation or deconcentration.
Decentralised unitary States. Despite the fact that unitary State principles are applied in this system, civil government is recognised by granting powers, functions and right to local government institutions that are closer to citizens and understand their local needs better. According to U. Cloety, transferring of governance is related with dual federalism. In such a system, works, obligations and rights are divided constitutionally between the chosen local government units and the higher government. This system includes local government institutions directly elected by local citizens and responsible to local citizens for their activities and performed functions (ADDCN, 2007) . In decentralised unitary States, local government operates in performing its obligations, issues legislation, develops policies and programmes, adopts administrative and political decisions, mobilises and manages financial resources (by determining and collecting taxes), organises administrative activities and manages its human resources as autonomously as defined in the Constitution and national legislation.
Importance in this system is given to intergovernmental agreements that ensure that local government institutions, communities of citizens can freely use their rights and properly perform all functions of a respective governance level following the principle of subsidiarity. It is a participation system based on local democracy, where central government assumes responsibility and obligations of national level, to perform which the local government has no possibilities. It is usually accepted that all State functions may be performed by units of autonomous government, except for development and implementation of monetary policies, foreign policies, international relations, function of State guard, as well as the national court system because the abovementioned functions belong to the responsibility of the central government. Denmark, Sweden, Norway are the best examples of this system.
It is necessary to assess that the motivation encouraging the process of decentralisation is different in various States. R. Bird and R. Ebel (2007) present a series of works on fiscal fragmentation, by firstly posing two fundamental questions: "What is decentralisation?" and "Why does decentralisation occur?". Concerning the same question, R. Ebel and S. Yilmaz (2002) claim that developed countries carry out processes of decentralisation in order to avoid ineffective government, macroeconomic instability and inadequate economic growth, while the decentralisation of post-communist States' public sector accompanies the movement towards the market economy and democracy (Dafflon, Madies, 2009) .
Federal organisation occurs in two ways. The first one: different independent States agree to create a federal State or confederation (such as USA and Switzerland); the second: when centralised government is transformed into a federation by creating regional autonomous States in order to defend racial, linguistic or cultural peculiarities and to decentralise the governance into the lower level of government. In accordance with their nature, federal systems may be divided into two groups: federal States and confederal States.
Federal States theoretically are described as systems of State, where local level government institutions have rights guaranteed by the Constitution and have no need to depend on the central government. In this system, the federation is formed not by independent States or nations, but the integrated States themselves decide on the constitutional grounds for forming of the federation, on nature and form of rights granted to States or provinces (e.g., India, Australia and South Africa have this system).
Confederate States operate in accordance with the system, where autonomous administrative/territorial units give the authority to the central government. A prior condition for operation of this system is the will of autonomous units to have certain responsibility and rights, as
Despite the fact that the features of federal organisation may be met by more than one state, the grounds of their development or operation principles may differ. Different countries have made federations on different grounds and motives: geographic, topographic, racial, and linguistic or for distribution of natural resources. For example, in Switzerland, the confederation contract of 25 independent cantons was signed in 1848 due to political motives, when autonomous administrative units under the pressure of neighbouring European countries that were becoming stronger, decided to conclude a contract and create a federation with central authority that would have one of the initial functions of the State, that is national defence. In such a way, citizens of different languages and cultures have been existing for many years "under one roof " maintaining relatively high independence of local government. Hence, even now citizens of the Switzerland have maintained double loyalty: politically they are loyal to their country, but in terms of culture, they feel related with the closest neighbouring country (Fleiner, 2000) . Whereas in India confederation was created on linguistic grounds, in Nigeria and Ethiopia it was created on racial grounds. In the federation of Germany one language is spoken, whereas in South Africa more than ten languages are spoken. Russia with its huge territory has adapted the federal system, as well as a small country Micronesia. The countries of this system have both monarch and parliament governance, and deep democracy (Switzerland), as well as military regime (Pakistan).
Right of self-determination in the context of federalism
Due to its specifics, the level of right and freedom of self-determination in the federal system is "inherited", but in the modern world no federal countries provide a complete right of self-determination to its federal units, i.e., there is no absolute federalism. Hence, the rights and freedoms of self-determination of administrative units of the federal system may be assessed only in a certain scale. Of course, the majority of expressions of federalism may be observed in the United States of America or the Switzerland, which in the first stage had the idea of absolute federalism. Hence, only having described the political context of a country, i.e., to which system -unitary or federal -it belongs to, we can speak about the analysis of levels of decentralisation or federalism. In other words, if a country is considered as having unitary system, the level of decentralisation of local government, i.e., independence from central government is analysed, and when a country is considered as having federal system, the level of autonomy of federalism (federal administration units) is analysed.
Local self-governance in unitary and federal systems
In the majority of countries of the world, both unitary and federal, contemporary local government has the right of selfgovernance in various shapes, also a very varied level of local government's independence, freedoms and responsibility. After the 1990s, in the majority of countries of the world, institutional changes could have been felt in decentralisation of activities of local self-governance, altering constitutional provisions and legislation that granted the right to democratic and independent local self-governance and its development.
Traditionally, it is believed that local self-governance institutions of federal countries have more rights and freedoms than decentralised local self-governance units. However, it is not completely true assessment because lately in unitary States intensive processes of decentralisation are being carried out as well, during which local governance is granted with more and more rights and freedoms. Therefore, it is difficult to distinguish fundamental conceptual differences between the decentralisation of unitary States and the federalism of federal States. In order to assess the degree of decentralisation of a particular country it is particularly important, as mentioned before, to assess the context of institutional and political economy of a particular country.
When assessing in the general sense, it is hard to say which system, unitary or federal, may decentralise more powers to lower governance levels. It is also difficult to unambiguously answer the question, which system is more convenient for units of lower level self-governance in the context of rights and freedoms. Such a situation exists because in different countries there are no unified conditions of federalism and unified level of decentralisation. Today, in terms of autonomy and power, both federal and unitary States have more characteristics of both systems, rather than characteristics of a single system.
Hence, we see that between unitary and federal States there are not only differences, but also many similarities. Due to this reason and due to intensive increase of decentralisation process during the last decades, it is not as easy to describe the notion of decentralisation because its meaning depends on the majority of institutional agreements. Moreover, the field of the description between the decentralisation and fiscal federalism often overlap.
Fiscal federalism or decentralisation?
Before analysing fiscal federalism or decentralisation, it is necessary to discuss terminology in order to avoid ambiguity between these two terms. The most important thing that should be kept in mind is that these terms are neither synonyms, nor antonyms. Their mutual relationship may be explained from different points of view: 1) From the point of view of constitutional law. From this point of view, three organisations of State exist: (as mentioned above, recently four of them are distinguished because it was also started to divide unitary States into centralised and decentralised), unitary, federal and confederal, the features of which have already been discussed in detail above.
2) From economical point of view. As claimed by W. E. Oates, from the economical point of view, the majority, if not all systems, are federal (1972, p. 18). According to him, the difference between governance systems is measured by a degree, rather than a category. At one end of continuation of systems of States unitary regimes are placed, where all decisions are made by the central government, and at the other end is the anarchy State, where everyone does what they want (Figure 1 ). Between these two extremes, we can find more or less decentralised governance systems of all States of the world.
With regard to the fact that the logic of centralisation/decentralisation and unitary/federal State does not overlap, the governance systems of the States may be explained in two-dimensional space (Figure 2 ). This will allow imagining different compositions that differ centralised federal systems (such as Germany) and decentralised unitary systems (such as Spain).
It should be noted that the "unitary/ federal" dimension is presented in Figure 2 from the point of view of constitutional definition; it is the principle document defining the basic status of the country and establishing its place on the horizontal axis. Meanwhile the dimension of "centralisation/decentralisation" arises from the concept itself that is not so easy to define because, firstly, it depends on quantitative and qualitative assessment of governance functions and on lower governance levels. Therefore, it would be better to use not the general term "decentralisation", but assess the degree of deconcentration, delegation and devolution in each country.
Sometimes deconcentration is understood as unilateral decision of central government. In reality, there are two methods to consider decentralisation: in Table 1) . Objects of decentralisation and methods of implementation are different in each model. In the first model of decentralisation, the central government has the power and strategic advantage to decide what functions, responsibility and financial resources are transferred to lower governance levels. This model is most often applied in unitary States and the process involves transfer of power and responsibility to specialised governance subjects (e.g., "functional" decentralisation) or to territorial governance subjects ("territorial" decentralisation). Such process may also be carried out in federal States, when central government shares the sovereignty of governance with other administrative units, but the latter ones do not dominate the central level.
The second model of decentralisation can be seen in practice less often: it is, in accordance with bottom up model, related with federal systems, where local administrative units have strong autonomy. Table 2 also analyses the logic of decentralisation and fiscal federalism, but from the constitutional point of view of public finances. The table shall be "read" following the vertical axis of Figure 2 depending on the governance system. In the general sense, the economic analysis of the Constitution helps distinguishing two points of view:
1) In the case of "decentralised public finances", all powers and resources a priori belong to the central government. The text of the Constitution shall clearly indicate the delegated and transferred powers or authorisations of collection of taxes that are submitted to lower level governance units. In such a way, the latter ones have the right to operate within the established limits (lower part of the vertical axes of Figure 2) ;
2) Yet pure form fiscal federalism attributes powers and resources to the local level de facto (upper part of the vertical axes of Figure 2 ). Constitutional procedure must be directed to the transfer of ones or others to a higher regional or central governance level.
Often, literature sources analyse decentralisation by in parallel calling it fiscal federalism and most often providing grounds for the example of experience of the USA. Such sources analyse principles that were successfully applied in decentralisation reforms in Argentina, Colombia, Brazil, South Africa, India and China (Bardhan, 2002) . However, as seen from the above analysis, the phenomena are different and sometimes essentially. Therefore, in assessing the effect of reforms of decentralisation, it is necessary to clearly purify, what conception is discussed on political and economic levels. For example, decentralisation processes of post-soviet countries were influenced by completely different presumptions than the ones in the abovementioned countries. The economic/political and institutional contexts are in essence different, and the beginning of decentralisation reforms meant more physical deconcentration than the understanding of economic or social decentralisation effect.
As claimed by N. Devas (2008) , arguments for decentralisation were divided into three principle and overlapping groups: administrative, political and economic. However, speaking of decentralisation and its advantages, it is important not to forget organisation of institutional economics and only after having assessed the latter, one can consider how much benefits provided by decentralisation can be empowered by the State.
Administrative arguments
It is simply impossible to make all decisions on each area of the country from its centre. Central government lacks detailed knowledge on local needs and conditions. With regard to the fact that public services must be provided on local level, at least a part of decisions must be taken by local government institutions. It resembles the structure of a large organisation, when a part of decisions is transferred to local managers that better understand local needs and see local problems, as well as possible specific methods of their solving.
Political arguments
Democratic government means that citizens may choose how resources are used in their communities and how public services are provided. Local self-governance increases citizens' possibilities of participation and responsibility to electors, in this way developing democracy and increasing the soundness of democracy. It becomes clear in particular, where the population of countries is uneven in number, in a sense of racial, religious or geographical distribution, when needs and preferences are different in various regions. In essence, decentralisation increases the possibilities of participation and access to decision making to those groups that could not do that otherwise. In such a way the accountability and responsibility to citizens that have the possibility to be as close as they can to the first level of making of governance decisions and react in democratic ways and to express their political opinion is increased. It also gives the right to ethnical groups formed on the grounds of religion to ensure the autonomy based on laws (Tanzi, 1996; Sonin, 2003) .
Bosh and Duran (2008, ix) also stress that the principle question of good political decentralisation is to find a proper system of regional government funding. Regions must have adequate income for funding of public services provided by them in a way that they have the right to autonomy, but also assume responsibility for how that income is attracted. Hence, the objective is to reach autonomy by maintaining fiscal responsibility at the same time in parallel maintaining territorial solidarity, i.e. in order that richer and less rich districts would be furnished with the same level of public goods.
Economic arguments
It is claimed that decentralisation may improve the distribution of resources because decisions on resources better reflect local residents' needs, priorities and ability to pay (Tiebout, 1956; Qian and Roland, 1998; Maskin, Qian, and Xu, 1999) . As a result, the provision of public services should also improve, and the citizens would prefer to pay for public services that are directly useful to them. According to C. Tiebout, in the local governance system, a user may, up to a certain level, check their residence in the community that provides "a fiscal package" that meets their priorities (Tiebout, 1956). On a theoretical level we can imagine a self-governance system, where, for example, each community uses different amount of public goods and where, as poetically stated by C. Tiebout, each user, who "votes with feet" may choose a community that meets their needs and priorities the best. However, unless it is one of the examples that support this "exit" model (i.e., when certain companies and rich residents left the New York city because the package of services and taxes for those services did not meet their needs), this theory has no completely real presumptions on possibilities of citizens to change their residence, as well as on information accessible to them, especially in developing countries. Therefore, in applying the presumptions of public choice theory to decentralisation reforms, firstly physical possibilities of citizens to "vote with feet" should be clearly assessed.
One of the most popular theoretical statements is that the needs of citizens related with the activities of public sector are better known and understood by local officials, rather than the ones representing the central government (Oates, 1972; Tanzi, 2000a Tanzi, , 2000b Devas, 2008 ; Martinez-Vazques, 2008). Or, as claimed in the report from the World Bank (The World Bank, 1997, p. 120), powers of production of public products and services, as well as powers of supply should be transferred to lower governance level that is able to assume such a responsibility and coordinate expenses with the benefit.
Decentralisation process based on indicated arguments in the economics of the public sector acquires the form of fiscal decentralisation that reflects financial independence. Indeed, one of the most important functions of the State's public sector, the component part of which is municipalities, is the provision of public goods to the country's residents. Such activity also requires respective financial resources that are provided in the national budget.
Fiscal decentralisation is understood as division of financial independence of local government by delimiting functions of local and central governments in the public economy sector by respectively distributing financial resources in order to implement these functions. Economic ground for such decentralisation is the increase of the efficiency of public economics sector by decentralising economic functions of the public sector's economy.
Centralised supply of standard goods, irrespective of specifics of individual regions of the country and the variety of needs of the society's groups do not meet the needs of the society. Decentralisation of the public sector promotes economical effectiveness by creating more convenient conditions to supply such public goods that meet the needs of the users the most. Fiscal decentralisation in separate countries may be implemented on a narrower or broader level. In the first case, it is the transfer of financial powers to local institutions that may be fully or only partially subordinate to central government, however they are responsible to it. In the second case, decentralisation manifests itself by transfer of financial governance functions to self-governance institutions based on laws. Lately, by acquiring certain autonomy, self-governance institutions are becoming responsible not only to the government, but also to local electors, and that meets the local European selfgovernance principles better.
Conclusions
Typically, literature sources on the topic of decentralisation or fiscal federalism make the presumption that lower governance levels collect taxes and spend budget money. However, this aspect of collection and spending of money by local govern-ment does not show what powers and influence in particular the local government has on the administration of the aforementioned funds. In other words, what is the level of decentralisation in a particular State. In order to determine that level, decentralisation shall be analysed from different perspectives because it is a multifaceted phenomenon. There are countries that talk about decentralisation, when the local government only redistributes the taxes collected at the central governance level, however, there are countries, where local government is autonomous enough to govern its administrative units. Both cases concern decentralisation. Hence, multi-faceted aspect of the notion must be clearly defined before analysing a particular situation in a particular country.
A very proper observation was provided by Jorge Martinez-Vazques (2008, p. 27-28) that decentralisation includes more than traditionally believed about matters of fiscal decentralisation (distribution of income, attribution of functions, distribution of expenses, system of transfer, etc.), and more than believed about political decentralisation (democratically elected civil servants), or even more than believed about administrative decentralisation. All of it together is important aiming to assess the level of decentralisation or to attain it. The principle problem of some countries that have been implementing decentralisation reforms lately is that the complexity of decentralised system is ignored and it is oriented towards only one form of decentralisation (e.g., only decentralisation of money). Consequences of such short-sightedness not only do not allow feeling the advantages of decentralisation, but also may cause such results as deficiency of government and macro-economic instability.
Thus, intergovernmental assessment of fiscal decentralisation may not be performed without analysing institutional and political situation of the State first, i.e.: historical development of the object, influence of the change of political organisations to administrative territorial division of the country, self-governance guidelines indicated in the Constitution of that country and its legislation, as well as their actual implementation and assessment of the self-governance elections' system.
